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days today. Momma does not hold me any-
more. I open my mouth but I am too weak to 
cry. Far above a bird slowly crawls across 
the sky. Why is there nothing left to do but 
die?

Those were lyrics by the late Harry 
Chapin. Harry was a terrific friend. He 
dedicated the proceeds from one-half of 
his concerts every year to fight world 
hunger. He used to say, if one night 
45,000 people died of hunger in New Jer-
sey, it would make headlines around 
the world, giant headlines in every 
paper in the world. But the winds of 
hunger blow every day, every hour, 
every minute, and 45,000 people, mostly 
children, die every day, and it doesn’t 
make the newspaper. 

Now we have a gripping famine in a 
part of the world that some of us be-
lieve we have a moral responsibility to 
address in a much more aggressive way 
than we have been willing to address 
previously. Yet a relatively small 
amendment I offered on Thursday was 
defeated by two votes, and I was told 
before I offered it: Go ahead and offer 
your amendment. We will defeat it. 
And this was before they knew what 
the amendment was about. 

That is not the kind of priority you 
would expect from the Senate. I regret 
very much that we passed this global 
AIDS bill and did not attach the $250 
million in food aid to which the Senate 
had previously agreed. We don’t have 
much time if we care about world hun-
ger. If we care about saving these chil-
dren, if we care about doing what we 
need to do, what our responsibility 
would call us to do at this moment, 
then we must regroup and pass legisla-
tion of the type I offered Thursday 
night. 

Again, it was hard to sleep, and this 
weekend I thought a lot about that, 
wondering why was the Senate so much 
more interested in providing tax cuts 
than it was in providing assistance to 
those starving in other parts of the 
world. 

I yield the floor.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Virginia. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Would the Chair advise the Sen-
ate with regard to the time remaining 
in morning business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There are 9 minutes remaining to 
the majority in morning business. 

Mr. WARNER. I judge no time re-
maining for the minority. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. On behalf of the ma-
jority leader, I ask now that all time 
be yielded back on behalf of the major-
ity. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time is yielded back. Morn-
ing business is closed. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will now proceed to consider-
ation of S. 1050, which the clerk will re-
port. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A bill (S. 1050) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2004 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that William 
Buhrow, a legislative fellow in the of-
fice of Senator GEORGE ALLEN, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing consideration of S. 1050. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Jason Hamm, 
of the staff of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, be granted the privilege 
of the floor for the duration of the de-
bate on the fiscal year 2004 defense au-
thorization. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the staff mem-
bers of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, majority and minority, appearing 
on the list I send to the desk be grant-
ed the privilege of the floor during con-
sideration of S. 1050. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The list is as follows:
Judith A. Ansley; Richard D. DeBobes; 

Charles W. Alsup; Kenneth Barbee; Michael 
N. Berger; June M. Borawski; Leah C. Brew-
er; Jennifer D. Cave; L. David Cherington; 
Christine E. Cowart; Daniel J. Cox, Jr.; 
Madelyn R. Creedon; Kenneth M. Crosswait; 
Marie Fabrizio Dickinson; Gabriella Eisen; 
Evelyn N. Farkas. 

Richard W. Fieldhouse; Andrew W. Florell; 
Brian R. Green; Creighton Greene; William 
C. Greenwalt; Carolyn M. Hanna; Mary Alice 
A. Hayward; Jeremy L. Hekhuis; Ambrose R. 
Hock; Gary J. Howard; R. Andrew Kent; Jen-
nifer Key; Gregory T. Kiley; Maren R. Leed; 
Gerald J. Leeling; Peter K. Levine. 

Patricia L. Lewis; Thomas L. MacKenzie; 
Sara R. Mareno; Ann M. Mittermeyer; 
Lucian L. Niemeyer; Cindy Pearson; Paula J. 
Philbin; Lynn F. Rusten; Arun A. Seraphin; 
Joseph T. Sixeas; Christina D. Still; Scott W. 
Stucky; Mary Louise Wagner; Richard F. 
Walsh; Nicholas W. West; Bridget M. Whalan; 
Pendred K. Wilson.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
MCCAIN’s legislative fellow, Navy Com-
mander Edward Cowan, be granted 
privilege of the floor during consider-
ation of S. 1050. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I see 
the distinguished Senator from Michi-

gan on the floor. I advise my good 
friend and partner on this venture that 
I will proceed for some 10 minutes and 
then yield the floor, on the assumption 
that he will proceed, and then I will re-
sume with the remainder of my state-
ment. 

On behalf of the Armed Services 
Committee, I am pleased and honored 
to bring the National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2004 to the 
Senate for consideration. The bill was 
reported out of the committee with 
overwhelming bipartisan support. I 
may say, as a tribute to excellent staff 
work and excellent work by the chair-
man and ranking members of the sub-
committees and, indeed, by the full co-
operation of my distinguished col-
league, the ranking member, we 
achieved this markup in what is re-
garded to be record time. I didn’t keep 
the time, but I certainly recognize that 
we did it in a very brief period; basi-
cally over a 2-day period, where many 
times heretofore it has been 3, 4, and 5 
days for markup. 

I think the committee, both members 
and staff, were aware of the tremen-
dous support across this Nation by the 
people for the men and women of the 
Armed Forces today and a recognition 
of the responsibilities of the Congress 
of the United States—in this case the 
Senate—to provide for those men and 
women of the Armed Forces. 

Having said that, I believe that con-
tributed to the swift action we had on 
our bill in committee markup, and I 
anticipate—I say this respectfully—in 
the Chamber a number of amendments 
will come forth, but I believe we will be 
able to complete this bill in a rel-
atively short period of time, owing 
again to the support in the Chamber 
for the men and women of the Armed 
Forces and the desire to have a strong 
bill in place to go to conference with 
the House. 

As we stand here beginning the de-
bate on this bill today, over 300,000 sol-
diers, sailors, airmen and marines, Ac-
tive Guard and Reserve, and countless 
civilians who support them, are serving 
bravely in not just the Persian Gulf re-
gion but Afghanistan.

It is remarkable. I want to mention 
the civilians. I recently said to the Sec-
retary of Defense, Mr. Rumsfeld, when 
we talked about the total force con-
cept, I remembered so well that that 
concept was originated when Melvin 
Laird was Secretary of Defense and I 
was privileged to serve as the Sec-
retary of the Navy during the Vietnam 
war. I said to Mr. Rumsfeld recently 
that we really ought to broaden the 
term ‘‘total force’’ now to incorporate 
the many civilians who quite often are 
in positions of personal risk and other 
situations not unlike those of the men 
and women of the Armed Forces, right 
up on the point of the spear of military 
action. 

In my judgment, they are just as 
much a part of the total force as the 
uniformed contingent, and I think the 
uniformed contingent would want me 
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to state that. This total force is there 
to secure peace and freedom for the 
people, specifically of Afghanistan and 
Iraq. Other men and women in the 
Armed Forces, as we all fully recog-
nize, are serving in outposts and at sea 
across this world. How proud we are of 
our forces who are deployed through-
out the world. Some of those personnel 
are assuming personal risks as great as 
those who have been fighting in Af-
ghanistan and in the Persian Gulf. All 
Americans are proud of the Armed 
Forces of the United States. 

We also want to pay recognition to 
the various nations that have joined us 
in these military operations in Afghan-
istan and Iraq and around the world 
and that stand guard with us to enforce 
the principles of freedom throughout 
this globe. 

We are engaged in an international 
war on terrorism. The principal battle-
fronts are Afghanistan and Iraq, but in-
deed there is no less of a challenge in 
many other parts of the world away. 
Therefore, we are very thankful to all 
those who make possible this total 
force in the cause of not only com-
bating terrorism but other military ob-
jectives we have to fulfill in the cause 
of freedom throughout the world. 

I will pause now a moment to reflect 
on perhaps the most serious con-
sequence of military life. I went back 
in history and gathered a few statis-
tics. We will, throughout the course of 
this deliberation in the Senate, as we 
go about our daily responsibilities, 
have in mind those who paid the ulti-
mate sacrifice with their loss of life 
and those who were wounded in the 
course of serving the cause of freedom 
in Afghanistan, Iraq, and other places 
in the world. I went back in history, 
and I would like to recite the following 
figures: 

The total casualties in the Iraq cam-
paign thus far have been approximately 
612, of whom 117 were killed in direct 
combat and 495 were wounded. A total 
of 151 have lost their lives as part of 
operation Iraqi Freedom. In Afghani-
stan: Total casualties, 252, of whom 31 
lost their lives and 221 suffered wounds. 
I think it is important to bear those 
casualty figures in mind as we think 
with reference to previous engage-
ments. Vietnam: 211,000 casualties, 
58,000 killed, 153,000 wounded. Korea: 
139,000 total casualties, 36,000 killed, 
103,000 wounded. World War II: 1,077,000 
casualties, 405,000 killed, 671,000 wound-
ed. We still have missing. I know the 
Korean conflict alone has some 8,000 
American individuals who remain un-
accounted for. 

Whatever we do, we all join in 
mourning their loss and resolve to for-
ever remember their service. We care 
for their families as best we can. We 
are blessed truly as a nation to have 
this new generation of great Ameri-
cans, those who have recently suffered 
as casualties in the Afghanistan and 
Iraq operations, and indeed many oth-
ers throughout the world in other ac-
tions. This new generation of great 

Americans is so committed to the tra-
ditions, mindful of the sacrifices of 
their forebears, and they have per-
formed their services in exemplary 
fashion in keeping with the tradition of 
the military men and women who have 
gone before them—indeed, their values 
and their ideals and likewise the suf-
fering of the families. 

I will bet all of us here in the last few 
days have attended graduations and 
spoken at them. I have been privileged 
to do them myself. Each time I look at 
these young graduates, I say the cas-
ualties in Afghanistan and Iraq and 
elsewhere around the world are young 
men and young women of the same age 
basically—from the years 18 through 
24. Some are older, but basically those 
generations graduating today, looking 
upon the joys of their college or uni-
versity careers, should pause for a mo-
ment to reflect on those who are else-
where in the world enabling them to 
achieve their goals and their respective 
graduations. 

The stunning and very swift military 
success we had in Operation Iraqi Free-
dom, achieving the military goals laid 
out in the plan devised by the Com-
mander, U.S. Central Command, Gen-
eral Tommy Franks and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with 
the joint staffs of the coalition nations, 
and in approval with that of the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Defense pri-
marily, and I expect to some extent the 
Secretary of State—those achieve-
ments are a testament to the dedica-
tion and professionalism of the men 
and women in the Armed Forces. The 
precision and the skill with which re-
cent operations have been conducted 
are a tribute not only to their bravery 
and commitment, and indeed their sac-
rifice, but also to the industrial base of 
America, which is providing the weap-
onry, providing the means by which 
they pass through each day, and the re-
quirements for human existence and 
human protection. So we pay tribute to 
that industrial base today, for the 
American technology and ingenuity, 
which has made a definite contribution 
to the welfare and the survival of the 
men and women in the Armed Forces. 

Those statistics I gave about earlier 
military engagements—obviously high 
in contrast to the current losses—tell a 
story of how high-tech weaponry can 
save lives—not just the smart bombs 
and smart ordnance but indeed the 
very uniforms and protection devices 
the Armed Forces wear today. We had, 
in the course of our update briefings, a 
visit by several soldiers who came in 
and showed us the armored vests, the 
night vision, the special scopes on their 
weapons. It is far different from what 
this humble person witnessed in Korea, 
in World War II, and in training com-
mands. Today’s weapons bear little re-
semblance to the basic weapons that 
fought through the battles of World 
War II and Korea and, to a lesser ex-
tent, Vietnam, because we had a tran-
sition of the basic weapon in Vietnam.
This is a magnificent tribute to the in-

dustrial base of this country that has 
provided this weaponry. That is what 
this bill is about: the need to have 
ever-changing technology to afford 
even greater protection to the men and 
women of the Armed Forces as we face 
the uncertain, unchartered, and un-
known threats that face us in this cen-
tury. 

Military strategists and historians 
will study the Afghanistan and Iraqi 
military campaigns for years to come 
and will recognize them as a total new 
chapter in military history in many 
ways. Without a doubt, the U.S. mili-
tary is the most capable military force 
in the world today, a model of excel-
lence and the standard by which others 
are measured. 

Senator LEVIN and I visited Afghani-
stan on Thanksgiving almost two years 
ago, as those operations were just be-
ginning to get underway. We witnessed 
how small units, anywhere from 15 to 
25 individuals, would get in their heli-
copters and go in to the darkness of 
night, all enlisted, save one officer, and 
perform extraordinary feats of heroism 
and professional courage in achieving 
their objectives. 

We witnessed it again, just weeks be-
fore the start of military operations in 
Iraq, in its full measure, when we both 
visited Qatar and Kuwait in February 
of this year. 

It is precisely for this reason we 
must send a strong message of support 
to our men and women in uniform by 
passing this important bill this week. 
This bill contains much deserved pay 
raises and benefits for our military per-
sonnel, for their families, needed in-
creases in family housing and quality 
of life projects on military installa-
tions, as well as prudent investments 
in the equipment and technology our 
military needs to deal with the future 
in uncertain and ever-changing 
threats. 

I urge my colleagues to participate in 
the debate of this bill to the fullest 
measure desired, to come forward with 
such amendments that they may have 
to improve and strengthen this bill, 
and hopefully to gather together and 
support the final and swift passage of 
this bill. 

The President’s budget request for 
defense for fiscal year 2004 continues 
the momentum of recent years in mak-
ing real increases in defense spending 
to sustain readiness and enhance the 
quality of life for our military per-
sonnel and their families, and to mod-
ernize and transform the U.S. Armed 
Forces to meet current and future 
threats. 

The bill before us would provide 
$400.5 billion for defense, an increase of 
$17.9 billion, or 3.2 percent in real 
terms, over the amount appropriated 
for fiscal year 2003. 

Since the beginning of the 108th Con-
gress, the Armed Services Committee 
has conducted 44 hearings and received 
numerous policy and operational brief-
ings on the President’s budget request 
for fiscal year 2004 and related defense 
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issues. As a result of these delibera-
tions, we identified six priorities to 
guide our work on the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2004. 

First, to enhance the ability of the 
Department of Defense to fulfill its 
homeland defense responsibilities by 
providing the resources and the au-
thorities necessary for the department 
to assist in protecting this Nation 
against all current and anticipated 
forms of attack, primarily terrorist at-
tacks, at home. 

I mention at home, and I will repeat 
it several times because it is so impor-
tant, because our President has quite 
wisely put as his top priority homeland 
defense. The Congress, and most par-
ticularly the Senate, went through 
long debates about the creation of the 
Department of Homeland Security 
which is now up and running. 

Homeland defense, however, in my 
humble judgment, does not start here 
at home. It starts on the farflung out-
posts of the world on land and at sea 
where the men and women of the 
Armed Forces are serving. To the ex-
tent they can deter, interdict, and de-
feat imminent threats to the U.S., es-
pecially terrorist operations, it lessens 
the chances of that operation finding 
its way to homeland USA—right here 
at home. 

That is my definition of homeland 
defense, and this bill is constructed to 
do everything we can to equip and pro-
tect those men and women of the 
Armed Forces in their role of homeland 
defense beyond our shores and, indeed, 
their role in homeland defense, those 
who are stationed in the continental 
limits of the United States, Hawaii, 
and Alaska. 

Second, to continue our committee’s 
commitment to improving the quality 
of life for the men and women of the 
Armed Forces—Active, Reserve, Guard, 
Retired—and their families. 

Third, to provide the men and women 
in uniform with the resources, train-
ing, technology, and equipment they 
need to safely and successfully perform 
their missions both now and in the fu-
ture. 

Fourth, to sustain the readiness of 
our Armed Forces to conduct the full 
spectrum of military operations 
against all current and anticipated 
threats. 

Fifth, to support the Department of 
Defense efforts to build the innovative 
capabilities necessary to continue the 
transformation of the Armed Forces to 
enable them to successfully confront 
future threats, particularly by enhanc-
ing technological advances in areas 
such as unmanned systems. That is an 
initiative on which this committee has 
placed great emphasis for some several 
years now. 

Sixth, and final, to improve the effi-
ciency of the Department’s programs 
and operations to reduce the cost and 
time required to develop and acquire 
the new capabilities and needed serv-
ices in the entirety of this bill. 

I will yield the floor. This is a suit-
able point at which I can return to my 
opening remarks. I assume my col-
league from Michigan will seek rec-
ognition. 

I thank my colleague, Mr. President, 
for all his hard work, not only on this 
bill but for the now quarter of a cen-
tury we have been together working on 
this committee. How many times we 
have been on the floor together on our 
respective bills. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I look for-
ward to many more times. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, first, I 
congratulate Senator WARNER for shep-
herding the Defense authorization bill 
to the floor again. I do not know how 
many times he has led the effort—I lost 
count—but each time he has handled 
the very difficult duties with great 
fairness and, I think, timely, perhaps 
with record dispatch. He is always effi-
cient and, it seems to me—and I agree 
with Senator WARNER—this may set a 
record in the committee, for many of 
the reasons our chairman mentioned, 
including the determination that we be 
together totally as a body in support of 
the men and women in the Armed 
Forces who are in so many dangerous 
places in the world as we speak. 

I also join Chairman WARNER in com-
mending all of the committee members 
for their hard work; our staffs, for the 
long hours they put in to produce this 
bill. As always, it is a complicated bill, 
a detailed bill and, more than ever per-
haps, a critically important bill. 

As we begin the consideration of this 
bill this afternoon, our men and women 
of the U.S. Armed Forces, both Active 
and Reserve who are deployed in 
harm’s way in many areas of the globe, 
are being subjected almost daily to 
armed attack in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Our Armed Forces have dem-
onstrated extraordinary military prow-
ess. Their success is a tribute first and 
foremost to their own skill, dedication, 
and professionalism, and to the skill of 
their leaders. It is also the result of the 
investments in national defense that 
many administrations and Congresses 
have made over the years. 

Our success on the battlefields of the 
future will depend on the investments 
we make today to prepare, train, and 
equip our military. The bill provides 
our Armed Forces with the means they 
need to meet today’s challenges and it 
makes the investments that will be 
needed to respond to the challenges of 
this century. 

It also continues the increases in 
compensation and quality of life for 
our service men and women and their 
families. 

Chairman WARNER has described in 
some detail what is contained in the 
bill, and I will not attempt to duplicate 
his summary, but I would like to make 
a few general comments and point out 
a couple of matters where there is a di-
vergence of view within the committee. 

This is a good bill. It is a balanced 
bill. It is balanced for many reasons. It 

equips the Armed Forces to deal with 
today’s threats and it makes the in-
vestments necessary to transform our 
forces to meet the threats of the fu-
ture. It is balanced in that it does not 
prematurely seek to apply lessons 
some may believe have been learned 
from Iraq even before the Department 
of Defense has had an opportunity to 
study and analyze that conflict and to 
report to us on what lessons they be-
lieve have been learned. 

In his briefing of Senators in S–407 on 
May 8, General Franks specifically 
noted that it would take some time to 
identify the lessons learned from Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom, and we could do 
harm to our national defense if we 
sought to apply the wrong lessons from 
those operations or if we too speedily 
determined what, in fact, were the les-
sons learned. 

The bill is also balanced in that it 
seeks to incorporate those provisions 
of the Department of Defense’s trans-
formation proposals that provide ap-
propriate flexibility for the operation 
of the Department in a manner that 
preserves congressional oversight re-
sponsibilities. For example, the bill 
contains provisions that would repeal 
dozens of reporting requirements, es-
tablishes a new defense modernization 
account to fund life cycle cost reduc-
tion initiatives. It authorizes a pilot 
program to test new procedures for 
conducting public/private competi-
tions. It provides the Department with 
special pay authority to help it fill 
critical positions. 

It is also balanced because of the pro-
visions it does not include. The bill be-
fore us does not include provisions that 
would undermine the ability of the uni-
formed military to provide independent 
advice to the civilian chain of com-
mand, and to the Congress. It does not 
include provisions which would under-
mine congressional oversight by re-
pealing the requirement that the De-
partment of Defense provide us with 
basic information on the costs, sched-
ule, and performance of major weapons 
programs. 

The bill before us does not authorize 
the reorganization of the Department 
of Defense without regard to statutory 
requirements or establish a foreign 
military assistance program to be con-
ducted by the Department of Defense 
rather than by the Department of 
State. The bill does not authorize the 
Department to move money from one 
program to another without congres-
sional authorization. 

Perhaps the most pointed evidence of 
the balanced nature of this bill is that 
it was reported out of committee with 
the unanimous support of all of the 
members of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, a tribute to the balance of 
the bill but also to the leadership of 
our chairman. 

That does not mean there are not any 
provisions in the bill on which there is 
disagreement, because there are. There 
are a number of areas that are trouble-
some and on which I expect there will 
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be significant debate this week. For ex-
ample, there are provisions in report 
language that move us in the direction 
of developing new nuclear weapons and 
modifications of current nuclear weap-
ons. Current U.S. law bans research 
and development of new nuclear weap-
ons that could lead to their production. 
The specific weapons covered by the 
ban are so-called low yield nuclear 
weapons which have a nuclear explo-
sive yield of 5 kilotons or less. Five 
kilotons is roughly a third the size of 
the nuclear bomb that was used at Hir-
oshima which immediately killed an 
estimated 140,000 people and left many 
more injured. The administration has 
asked this ban be repealed. If the ban is 
repealed, the purpose is to make nu-
clear weapons more usable. 

As stated by Linton Brooks, the ad-
ministrator of the National Nuclear 
Security Administration, in testimony 
before the Subcommittee on Strategic 
Forces of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee:

I have a bias in favor of the lowest usable 
yield because I have the bias in favor of 
something that is the minimum destruction. 
. . . I have a bias in favor of things that 
might be usable.

The language approved by the major-
ity of the Armed Services Committee 
would repeal the ban on the develop-
ment of low yield nuclear weapons. 
Without this ban, there is no impedi-
ment in law to research, development, 
testing, production, or deployment of 
new low yield nuclear weapons. 

The bill also provides the National 
Nuclear Security Administration with 
funds the administration requested to 
continue work on a robust nuclear 
earth penetrator. This effort would 
modify one of two existing high yield 
nuclear weapons to create a nuclear 
weapon that will penetrate rock. Both 
weapons being looked at for possible 
modification are high yield nuclear 
weapons with yields approximating 30 
and 70 times the nuclear explosive 
power of the Hiroshima bomb. 

Without a requirement that that nu-
clear earth penetrator weapon be au-
thorized by Congress, there is no legal 
impediment to its development, test-
ing, production, or deployment. 

At a time when the United States is 
trying to dissuade other countries from 
going forward with nuclear weapons de-
velopment, when we strongly oppose 
North Korea pulling out of the nuclear 
nonproliferation treaty, and when we 
suggest that indeed we may use mili-
tary force to prevent North Korea from 
acquiring nuclear weapons, when we 
are spending billions of dollars to pre-
vent the spread of nuclear weapons, 
materials, and technology, these pro-
posed actions by the administration 
would send the opposite message we 
are trying to give to the world. We are 
telling others not to go down the road 
to nuclear weapons, but instead of 
being a leader in the effort to prevent 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
we are recklessly driving down that 
same road. 

The United States should not follow 
a policy that we do not tolerate in oth-
ers. 

In the area of ballistic missile de-
fense, one of the problems lies in what 
is not in the bill rather than what is in 
the bill. The missile defense program 
continues to move along, spending bil-
lions of dollars without performance 
criteria. Moreover, the Department of 
Defense has cancelled plans for 9 of the 
20 ground-based midcourse interceptors 
that have been planned from 2003 to 
2007. Surely we have an obligation to 
test the limited ballistic missile de-
fense and to understand the extent to 
which it will or will not work. Yet one 
of the key tests the Department pro-
posed to cancel is the most significant 
test. It was scheduled before the end of 
the fiscal year 2004. We restored that 
funding in committee. 

If we want a missile defense system 
that actually works, rather than one 
that sits on the ground and soaks up 
money, we should not be cancelling 
tests. The administration actually re-
quested that operational testing not be 
required on a limited missile defense 
system. We refused that request and we 
struck the language the administration 
had proposed. Again, thankfully, our 
bill restores an intercept test with a 
missile defense program in 2004. More 
needs to be done to assure that this 
system is tested adequately and proven 
to really work. The rest of the canceled 
tests should be restored. There will be 
debate on these and other areas relat-
ing to the Department of Defense au-
thorization bill. 

I conclude by stating, again, the bill 
the committee has reported out under 
the leadership of Chairman WARNER is 
a good bill. His leadership made it hap-
pen. I commend him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Michi-
gan for his very fine statement, for his 
kind reference to the chairman. 

The committee’s first priority was to 
enhance the Department of Defense to 
fulfill its homeland defense responsibil-
ities to combat terrorism both at home 
and abroad. In these areas, this bill au-
thorized an increase of $400 million 
over the budget request, including $88.4 
million for 12 additional civil support 
teams. Now, these are the teams that 
join with the first responders should we 
have the misfortune of a weapon of 
mass destruction, be it chemical, bio-
logical, or fissionable, utilized in the 
United States. That is a very impor-
tant initiative that this committee has 
taken over several years now and the 
inclusion of this in the budget rep-
resents our strong unequivocal support 
of this program particularly by adding 
12 additional teams, to get us closer to 
the goal of a team in every State and 
territory. 

Likewise, we added $181 million for 
the development and fielding of chem-
ical and biological agent detection and 
protection technology. In addition, the 

committee supports the President’s re-
quest of $9.1 billion for missile defense, 
a key component of homeland defense. 

As we all know, our most valuable 
military asset is our people. We will al-
ways fulfill our commitment to im-
prove the quality of life of the men and 
women in uniform and their families. 
This bill authorizes a 3.7-percent 
across-the-board pay increase for all 
uniformed service personnel as well as 
a targeted pay raise of up to 6.25 per-
cent for certain senior noncommis-
sioned officers and midcareer per-
sonnel. Those provisions are necessary 
in order for the Armed Forces to com-
pete with the pay scales and the job op-
portunities in the private sector. 

This bill also contains several key 
provisions to recognize unique sac-
rifices of the members of the Armed 
Forces and their families, including in-
creases in the family separation allow-
ance and hostile fire pay, designation 
of assignment incentive pay for those 
stationed in Korea, and approval of a 
‘‘high tempo’’ allowance for those serv-
ice members deployed away from home 
for extended periods of time. We have 
experienced this, particularly in the 
Navy. 

I hope these provisions are accept-
able to the Department of Defense. We 
are still working our way through that 
at this particular time. 

The services all try very hard to 
limit the time of deployment away 
from home, particularly unaccom-
panied tours, for our service members, 
but there are isolated cases where you 
simply go beyond those times. One was 
recent, with a carrier setting one of the 
longest records in contemporary his-
tory for the away-from-home deploy-
ment of a carrier and its crew. 

The administration requested $9 bil-
lion for military construction and fam-
ily housing due to pending realign-
ments of overseas bases. This bill con-
tains adjustments to the administra-
tion program which resulted in in-
creased investment in installations in 
the United States and a reduced but 
prudent investment in overseas loca-
tions that will be of long-term value to 
the United States. 

This bill contains an overall increase 
of approximately $400 million in mili-
tary construction, including increases 
of over $200 million in quality-of-life 
projects such as barracks, family hous-
ing, and child development centers. 

Over the past several years, my col-
leagues and I have encouraged the De-
partment to increase procurement 
spending to a level that could sustain 
the timely recapitalization, moderniza-
tion, and transformation of the Armed 
Forces. This year, the bill before the 
Senate authorizes $75.6 billion in pro-
curement funding, a $1.1 billion in-
crease over the budget request. Key 
procurement items include over $12 bil-
lion in shipbuilding and conversions 
which will fund seven new ships just 
for the year 2004. That is in keeping 
with the Chief of Naval Operations’s 
commitment to this body last year 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 01:43 May 20, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G19MY6.021 S19PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6579May 19, 2003
that he, in conjunction with the whole 
Navy Secretariat, would increase the 
number of ships—not a very large num-
ber, but it is an increase over the past. 

Further, we have the continued in-
vestment in aircraft programs, such as 
$3.5 billion for 20 F/A–22 Raptor aircraft 
and over $2 billion for 11 additional C–
17 lift aircraft; and over $1 billion for 
the Army’s lighter, high-mobility 
stryker combat vehicle. 

Additionally, it is critical we invest 
in future capability. This bill author-
izes $63.2 billion for research and devel-
opment, test and evaluation, activities, 
an increase of over $1.3 billion over the 
President’s budget request. Key R&D 
funding items include $1.7 billion for 
the future combat system, the Army’s 
centerpiece of transformation, $5.8 bil-
lion for development of various tac-
tical aircraft, including $4.4 billion for 
the continued development of the joint 
strike fighter, and $10.7 billion for ad-
vanced science and technology initia-
tives, an increase of over $500 million 
over the budget request. 

This committee has strongly encour-
aged the Department to invest in un-
manned systems. This bill fully funds 
the budget request of $1.7 billion for 
major unmanned aerial vehicle pro-
grams and adds $130 billion to enhance 
unmanned technologies. 

Together, the investments in pro-
curement necessary to sustain current 
capabilities and research and develop-
ment needed to transform to a more 
capable force would give the men and 
women of the Armed Forces the equip-
ment they need to deter threats, and if 
deterrence fails, to prevail across the 
full spectrum of military operations 
both now and in the future. 

The sustained readiness of the Armed 
Forces is what protects America. The 
success of recent military operations 
represents the real return on added in-
vestments made by the Congress in re-
cent years in training, munitions, 
maintenance, and spare parts. As the 
force reconstitutes after operations in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, we must closely 
monitor whether additional funds are 
needed for those items not covered by 
supplemental funding to pay for these 
operations and to ensure the overall 
readiness of the Armed Forces. 

Readiness accounts funds were in-
creased to address currently identified 
shortfalls such as equipment mainte-
nance and testing, depot maintenance, 
technical assistance, corrosion control, 
and systems testing as well as addi-
tional funding for Active and Reserve 
Forces to accelerate fielding and re-
placing personal and field equipment. 

Transformation of the Department of 
Defense will depend on effective man-
agement and stewardship of DOD re-
sources. This bill contains numerous 
legislative provisions to improve the 
management of the Department. Some 
of these provisions will streamline the 
acquisition process, provide for greater 
personnel flexibility to manage the ac-
quisition workforce, and ensure that 
joint requirements can be more rapidly 

achieved. Acquisition authorities to fa-
cilitate the war on terrorism, and sup-
port contingency operations were ex-
tended, and proposed new authorities 
will give State and local governments 
rapid access to antiterrorism tech-
nologies and services available to the 
Department. Again, that is another 
very important contribution to home-
land defense. 

The Department of Defense and the 
Congress have been and must continue 
to be good stewards of the environ-
ment. Military readiness and prudent 
conservation can and must be com-
plementary principles. This bill assures 
access to military training ranges in a 
way that safeguards the protection of 
endangered species and contributes to 
the readiness of the Armed Forces. 

Some will argue we have not covered 
all the subjects that were brought be-
fore the committee. Indeed, the com-
mittee did delete a number of items 
from the President’s request, but that 
is the judgment that the committee 
must render. We are an independent 
but coequal branch of the Federal Gov-
ernment. While we have great respect 
for the President’s budget, some of 
those provisions were deleted from his 
budget and not incorporated in this 
bill.

While I am proud of this legislation 
and the remarkable spirit of biparti-
sanship that enabled our committee to 
move this bill to the floor, we did have 
areas of disagreement within the com-
mittee, which will be revisited during 
the floor debate. 

With our Armed Forces poised on dis-
tant battlefields and countless others 
standing watch at home, we are com-
mitted to providing the resources need-
ed for the men and women of the armed 
forces, and their families. The 
Congress’s past support for increased 
defense spending has proven to be a 
wise investment. There is no greater 
evidence than the successes witnessed 
on the battlefield of Iraq. 

I strongly believe that this National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 2004 builds on the advances made 
in recent years. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in sending a strong message of 
bipartisan support for our troops at 
home and abroad: we honor your serv-
ice, and we stand with you now, and in 
the future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Michi-
gan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I know the Senator from 
Massachusetts wished to speak. Is Sen-
ator COLLINS ready to go? Perhaps the 
Chair could recognize whoever is ready 
to go. 

Ms. COLLINS. I was trying to defer 
to my more senior colleague but, of 
course, I would be delighted to have 
the opportunity to proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
DOLE). The Senator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Massachusetts, 
who, as always, is extremely gracious, 
and the Senator from Michigan, for al-

lowing me to proceed, and the chair-
man of our distinguished committee.

Madam President, I rise today in sup-
port of the Fiscal Year 2004 National 
Defense Authorization Act. As a mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, I would like to begin by ex-
pressing my appreciation to the chair-
man and the ranking member for their 
extraordinary efforts in producing this 
bill. The mark-up of this legislation 
was conducted in a true spirit of co-
operation. While certain portions of 
this bill engendered spirited debate, 
the points of controversy are relatively 
few. It is tribute to both Senator WAR-
NER and Senator LEVIN that we com-
pleted our mark-up in a remarkably 
short period of time. 

This legislation includes authoriza-
tion for the vital resources that the 
young men and women in our military 
require in defending our Nation. With 
terrorist attacks continuing across the 
globe, and our troops helping the Iraqi 
people to rebuild their country, this 
legislation will ensure that our mili-
tary has the tools necessary to fight, 
and ultimately win, the war against 
terrorism. 

Since joining the Armed Services 
Committee, I have been a member of 
the Personnel Subcommittee, which 
has jurisdiction over military pay, 
housing, and health care. In recent 
years, we have made tremendous 
progress in improving the quality of 
life not just for our soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines, but also for their 
families. That is important. The old 
saying goes: we recruit the soldier but 
we retain the family. When our troops 
deploy, it’s important that they have 
the peace of mind that comes from the 
knowledge that their families have 
good housing, quality health care, and 
a support network to help address any 
problems. 

I am proud that the legislation before 
us builds on the efforts that we have 
made in previous years to ensure that 
our troops are the best paid, best 
housed, and best equipped in the world. 
It includes a 3.7 percent across-the-
board pay raise for all uniformed per-
sonnel, and incorporates a targeted pay 
raise ranging from 5.25 percent to 6.25 
percent for mid-career service mem-
bers. We want to make an extra effort 
to retain their expertise. It also au-
thorizes a significant increase in the 
rate of family separation allowance, 
from $100 per month to $250 per month. 

There are two provisions affecting 
pay and benefits that I believe are par-
ticularly important. Last month, along 
with the majority leader and a number 
of my colleagues, I traveled to South 
Korea to meet with our troops at Osan 
Air Force Base and in the Demili-
tarized Zone. I was privileged to speak 
with two of my constituents, SS Jen-
nifer Meuth of Thomaston and MS Jay 
Mason of China. As I always do when I 
meet with our troops, I asked if there 
was anything that the Congress could 
do to support them. Without hesi-
tation, both of them asked me to sup-
port the establishment of Assignment 
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Pay for troops stationed in Korea. Our 
troops endure many hardships as part 
of their service in Korea. Most are sep-
arated from their families, the housing 
is often substandard, and they live 
under the constant threat of North Ko-
rean aggression. 

I am proud to say that the legislation 
before us mandates the payment of $100 
per month in assignment incentive pay 
to the brave men and women serving 
our Nation in Korea. It is a tribute to 
the leadership of Senator SAXBY 
CHAMBLISS and Senator BEN NELSON, 
who lead the Personnel Subcommittee. 
Most of all, I want to thank Sergeants 
Meuth and Mason for bringing this im-
portant issue to my attention. 

The second provision that I want to 
highlight is a bill that I introduced 
this year calling for an increase in 
what is called the military death gra-
tuity. Currently, when a servicemem-
ber is killed while on active duty, his 
or her family receives a payment of 
$6,000, usually within days after the 
death. While other long-term financial 
assistance is provided to support the 
family, this payment helps the sur-
vivors cover any short term expenses. 

The bill I introduced earlier this 
year, S. 704, would increase this 
amount to $12,000 and make it retro-
active to September 11, 2001. So the 
families of those troops killed in Af-
ghanistan will receive this additional 
benefit. The last time the Congress 
raised the death gratuity was during 
that last gulf war over a decade ago. 
Recognizing the importance of this 
issue, the Senate moved very quickly 
earlier this year to pass my legislation 
as a free-standing bill. The House, how-
ever, has not yet acted upon it. I am 
grateful to the Chairman of the Per-
sonnel Subcommittee, Senator 
CHAMBLISS, for incorporating this in-
crease in the death gratuity in the De-
fense Authorization bill. 

I would also like to express my con-
gratulations to Senator TALENT, the 
new Chairman of the Seapower Sub-
committee. The shipbuilding portion of 
this year’s Defense Authorization rep-
resents a significant turning point. In 
previous years, the budget for ship con-
struction proposed by the Department 
of Defense has been inadequate to sus-
tain a large enough fleet to meet our 
Nation’s requirements. The legislation 
before us today recognizes the chal-
lenge, and provides critically needed 
increases in shipbuilding funds.

It authorizes the construction of 
seven new ships, including three DDG–
51 destroyers. I am pleased to report 
that two of those destroyers will be 
built at the world famous Bath Iron 
Works in my home State of Maine. Cer-
tainly, it will take more than 1 year’s 
progress to address years of funding 
shortfalls. But this bill surely rep-
resents significant progress. 

The committee also recognized the 
importance of modernizing the DDG–51 
destroyers currently in the fleet. At 
my request, $20 million has been allo-
cated for a DDG–51 modernization pro-

gram. This funding will be used to ex-
amine ways to improve the effective-
ness of these ships, while at the same 
time reducing their manpower require-
ments. That in turn will lead to life-
time savings for these ships. It will 
allow the Bath Iron Works to explore 
initiatives aimed at ensuring that 
these destroyers continue to be the 
backbone of our surface combatant 
fleet. 

The seapower portion of the bill also 
includes $248 million for the refueling 
and overhaul of the USS Jacksonville, a 
nuclear submarine that had been 
scheduled to be decommissioned by the 
Navy. If this were allowed to occur, the 
problem is that our submarine force 
would fall below the levels rec-
ommended by the 2001 Quadrennial De-
fense Review. Today, the requirements 
for submarines is increasing, especially 
given the growing role that they play 
in intelligence gathering. This refuel-
ing, which will take place at the 
Kittery-Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, 
will add years of useful life to the Jack-
sonville. It is good news for the Navy, 
and it is good news for the skilled 
workers at the shipyard. 

Without question, some aspects of 
the bill reported from the Armed Serv-
ices Committee are somewhat con-
troversial, and I expect that they will 
be debated fully here on the Senate 
floor. But the overwhelming majority 
of this bill is the product of bipartisan 
consensus. There is an agreement that 
we should spare no resources in ensur-
ing that the brave young men and 
women who proudly wear the uniform 
have the highest quality training avail-
able, the most advanced equipment in 
the world, and receive the best benefits 
we can offer. I am proud to say this bill 
accomplishes those goals. 

Again, I express my appreciation to 
our chairman and our ranking member 
for their hard work and for their dedi-
cated leadership. I am very proud to 
serve with them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, on 
behalf of the whole committee, I ex-
press appreciation to our colleague 
from Maine. She no longer will be sub-
committee chairman on our committee 
because she is the full chairman now of 
one of the major subcommittees of the 
Senate as a whole, but she is very ac-
tive. 

I wonder if I might ask the distin-
guished Senator from Maine, the issue 
of transformation by the Secretary of 
Defense was addressed in the House and 
to some extent addressed by our com-
mittee. But basically, the committee 
over which the distinguished Senator 
from Maine is chairman has the pri-
mary oversight responsibilities. In the 
course of the debate on the floor, I 
hope—if not now at some point—she 
will give some guidance to me as to 
how this committee can address such 
amendments as may be brought up in 
the context of responsibilities of our 
committee. If she could find some time 

to consult with me on that, I would be 
very appreciative, as will the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, if I 
could respond to the inquiry of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the committee, 
during the past several weeks, since 
the Secretary sent his plan to the Hill, 
my staff, in close cooperation with 
other staff members on the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, including 
Senator LEVIN’s committee staff and 
others, have been working to see if we 
could reach consensus on a proposal. 
Frankly, I believe the Secretary’s ini-
tial proposal goes too far. It is over-
reaching. 

But there are certain authorities 
that would be extremely helpful to the 
Secretary as he attempts to make sure 
we can reward civilian employees with 
higher pay and streamline the per-
sonnel process. We came up with a pro-
posal. We are still assessing the import 
that the proposal might have. In addi-
tion, there may be some procedural 
barriers in our ability to bring forward 
the amendments. So we are continuing 
to work closely to see if we can come 
up with a consensus. I hope to have an 
answer shortly for the chairman. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank our colleague on this point. But 
bear in mind that there are some in the 
House bill. We will have to deal with 
them in conference. 

To the extent we can have any inter-
locking on this bill with those provi-
sions of the House bill, which the Sen-
ator’s committee and our committee 
and the Senate as a whole feels should 
be incorporated into the bill, it would 
be helpful to do that. 

I think in general the Secretary of 
Defense is on the right track in the 
sense that when you stop to think, to-
day’s military is so different than it 
was 2 or 3 years or even a decade ago. 

As I mentioned earlier, before the 
Senator from Maine joined us on the 
floor, the total force today is not only 
the uniformed men and women of the 
Armed Forces, they are very much part 
of the civilian force. There are thou-
sands of civilians over in the Iraqi situ-
ation and in Afghanistan right now 
taking risks commensurate with those 
of uniformed personnel and performing 
services to give infrastructure to the 
military to do their missions. 

The Secretary of Defense has to have 
some flexibility in how he assigns and 
reassigns civilian personnel. I hope we 
could achieve some measure commen-
surate with what the wisdom of the 
Congress enabled the Secretary of 
Homeland Defense to have. It seems to 
me that is sort of the bar at which we 
ought to look. 

Might I inquire, does the Senator 
share views similar to the Senator 
from Virginia? 

Ms. COLLINS. I do. The Senator from 
Virginia has put it very well, and I am 
eager to craft legislation—and believe 
we have done so—that would give the 
Secretary the flexibility he needs for 
the Department to have an efficient, 
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effective, and fair personnel system for 
the civilian employees. I note, how-
ever, that the Department has some 
700,000 civilian employees. So we need 
to make sure we are doing this in an 
appropriate manner. Some of the provi-
sions submitted by the Secretary go far 
beyond the authority that we gave to 
the new Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

So we are looking at it, and we have 
come up with draft legislation lan-
guage that we are sharing and have 
been sharing with the staff of the Sen-
ator from Virginia and with other in-
terested parties. My hope—it may be a 
vague hope—is that we could have a 
consensus document that would pro-
vide bipartisan support and the support 
of some of the employee organizations. 
I don’t know whether that is going to 
be the case. But that certainly is my 
hope. 

If I might make one other point, I 
simply point out the obvious to all of 
us—that this legislation is the train 
moving through at this point in time. 
The probability of its passage by the 
Chamber is quite high. These provi-
sions, as the Senator says, are of great 
concern to those groups, whether they 
are union or other groups, that act on 
behalf of the very courageous and won-
derful cadre of civilians without which 
we couldn’t have a defense. 

The likelihood of a separate bill mov-
ing forward at a later point in this ses-
sion has a question mark, which is ob-
vious to my colleague from Maine and 
my colleague from Michigan. To the 
extent we can reach some consensus 
and attach it to this bill is the extent 
to which maybe we can make some 
progress at this point in a timely like-
lihood of making progress at this point 
in time. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, will 

the Senator yield before yielding the 
floor just for a question?

First of all, I join my good friend 
from Virginia in commending the Sen-
ator from Maine for her great work in 
both our committee and also as chair 
of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee where she is doing an absolutely 
superb job. Part of that job is to take 
a look at proposals that are as far-
reaching as the one that was very sud-
denly dropped upon us by the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

This is a far-reaching proposal. We 
have had very little time, as these mat-
ters go, to look at it. This Senate is a 
body which deliberates over these 
kinds of changes. I would hope that we 
would, No. 1, try to fashion a draft for 
consideration which would give greater 
flexibility—and I know Senator COL-
LINS is working extremely hard to do 
just that—but I also commend her for 
her caution, it seems to me, in saying 
that we are going to put together a 
draft and then we are going to propose 
it. Because there are some procedures 
which really should be followed here to 
protect the men and women in our ci-
vilian force, just the way we have those 
procedures for our uniformed forces. 

The quality of life, which we talk 
about all the time and we try to pro-
tect, is important, surely, for our uni-
formed men and women, but it is also 
important for the civilians, and they 
are entitled to have a proposal which 
they can look at, which they can com-
ment on, and not one which is just sud-
denly sprung upon them by the Con-
gress, whether it is the House, which 
acted very quickly on this far-ranging 
proposal, or by the Senate. 

So I want to just suggest that we try 
to arrive at something which does give 
greater flexibility, but we do so in a 
way which shows the kind of delibera-
tion and the kind of consideration 
which this body has been renowned for 
and which I know both my colleagues 
have been very supportive of through-
out their careers. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
both my colleagues. But before we con-
clude this very valuable and important 
colloquy, I ask the Senator from 
Maine, who speaks with such convic-
tion if we are going try to do some-
thing on this bill or is the thought that 
it is just not achievable? Because we 
have an issue with the House right 
now. 

And the question is, are we going to 
address that issue in part—maybe not 
all, but in part—in such a way that we 
can do constructive advancements in 
this field to assist the Secretary and 
the administration in this enormous 
Department with a diversity of respon-
sibilities? Can we conclude we are 
going to give it a try, and that would 
move it along pretty quickly? Because 
hopefully this bill will be voted on 
early this week. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, if I 
could respond to the Senator from Vir-
ginia, the chairman of the committee, 
we have been working for many weeks. 
We do have a draft. We have had come 
forth from the other side of the aisle 
some additional suggestions we are 
looking at and eager to incorporate. I 
personally think it would be good to 
add something to this bill because I 
think it would be good for the Senate 
to go on record with its own version 
which differs from what was done in 
the House. 

So I think it strengthens the position 
of the Senate in conference for us to 
put forth our own proposal since, as the 
Senator points out, this issue is going 
to arise in conference given the House 
provisions. So it is not as if it is going 
to be left to another day. We have leg-
islative language drafted. We have been 
meeting extensively during the last few 
weeks. On Friday we received some ad-
ditional suggestions which we are look-
ing at right now. I cannot predict for 
certain—I realize time is short—wheth-
er there will be bipartisan support for 
the final version, but there will be a 
version I am happy with. I do not know 
if that will be sufficient, however. 

Mr. WARNER. I will have one more 
word, but I yield—not necessarily 
yield—to my colleague from Michigan 
if he wishes to reply to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. LEVIN. I think one of the impor-
tant words in the question asked by the 
Senator from Virginia is the word 
‘‘constructively.’’ I would just add the 
word ‘‘fairly.’’ So if we can do some-
thing that is constructive and fair for 
the people impacted——

Mr. WARNER. Right. 
Mr. LEVIN. It seems to me we ought 

to give it a try. Those are important 
conditions, in my book. 

Mr. WARNER. Do you think the pro-
visions the Congress provided for in the 
Department of Homeland Security 
offer certain precedents we should 
achieve in this legislation? 

Mr. LEVIN. There were precedents of 
many varieties, some good, some not so 
good. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, as both my col-
leagues recognize, this will be, for the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan 
and myself, our 25th conference, and we 
know full well at this stage of delibera-
tions on this bill we cannot predict 
what is going to come out of con-
ference, nor can we take a stance that 
not one single one of these provisions 
which are in the House bill will not 
survive the conference. So having said 
that, time is of the essence, I hope, in 
the reconciliation of views. 

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the chairman. 
And again I thank the Senator from 
Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ENZI). The Senator from Massachu-
setts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened carefully to the comments in the 
exchange between the Senator from 
Maine and our chairman and ranking 
member. I have heard through the out-
reaches of the Senator from Maine 
there has been a good-faith effort to 
try to deal with this issue. I am not 
carefully briefed on the various pro-
posals, but at least there has been an 
outreach by the Senator from Maine to 
try to develop some common ground in 
this area. So I think this is important. 

I think the seriousness with which 
she is addressing this issue, as well as 
the chairman and the ranking member, 
is, of course, of enormous importance 
because basically we are talking about 
the 650,000 to 700,000 civilians who work 
in the Defense Department. The basic 
concept was the development of the 
civil service so that we were going to 
have highly skilled, highly motivated, 
highly trained individuals who were 
going to work for all Americans and 
not be working for political parties, so 
to speak, not finding out, every time 
there is a change in administration, 
there could be a change in the way 
they are compensated for their work. 

This is enormously important work. 
We are finding individuals who are 
going to be involved in the selection of 
various weapons systems in the whole 
areas of the development of command 
and control, communication, and intel-
ligence. The jobs of many of these ci-
vilians are enormously important in 
terms of the security interests of this 
country. 
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So the caution which has been ex-

pressed by our chairman and ranking 
member, as well as by the Senator 
from Maine, is entirely appropriate. It 
is certainly reasonable to always try to 
find ways of strengthening and improv-
ing the system. But we do come back 
to the question that this was developed 
initially with all the kinds of chal-
lenges it is facing now, with the con-
cept that we would have highly moti-
vated, highly trained individuals, who 
would serve whatever administration 
was going to be successful at the polls. 
I think that basic and fundamental 
view is still a commendable one. 

But I just want to indicate to the 
Senator, my friend from Maine, that 
she has approached this as she does all 
issues, with an openness and commit-
ment and determination to try to 
make a very constructive contribution, 
and she has certainly been reaching 
out to the Members. So I am thankful 
for those efforts. 

I am also concerned about con-
tracting out, and that we are going to 
find those with the best lobbying op-
portunities are going to be able to get 
these contracts that are important and 
require high-quality work.

Mr. President, as we begin consid-
ering the fiscal year 2004 defense au-
thorization bill, I, too, congratulate 
Chairman WARNER and Senator LEVIN 
for their skillful leadership in pre-
paring this bill. It does reflect a 
thoughtful response to the ongoing and 
changing needs of our military in these 
difficult years for our country, and it 
clearly provides a strong national de-
fense. 

I also thank and commend Senator 
TALENT for his leadership on the 
seapower portions of the bill in his first 
year as the chairman of the Seapower 
Subcommittee. It is a privilege to work 
with him on that subcommittee, and I 
look forward to continuing that work 
in the years ahead to make sure we are 
going to keep our Navy strong, and, of 
course, the Marines strong as well. 

In particular, this legislation con-
tains numerous provisions to give addi-
tional support to the men and women 
who serve the Nation so well in the 
Armed Forces. Without their courage 
and their commitment, we could never 
achieve the brilliant military successes 
of the war in Iraq. 

First, and most important, this bill 
is intended to improve the quality-of-
life programs our soldiers and sailors 
and marines and members of the Air 
Force deserve in the areas of pay and 
allowance. It recognizes the special 
sacrifice military service often re-
quires from the service members and 
their families.

For service members who are repeat-
edly deployed to assignments far from 
their home bases, including Reservists 
and Guard personnel, the bill author-
izes a high deployment allowance, up 
to $1,000 a month in additional com-
pensation for the hardships imposed on 
them and their families. The bill also 
continues support for the significant 

progress made in the past 4 years in re-
ducing out-of-pocket housing expenses 
by improving the basic allowance for 
housing, and the bill also provides for 
strong national defense in the years 
ahead by investing in transformational 
technologies while ensuring that our 
military capabilities do not suffer any 
gap during the needed modernization 
that must take place in our forces. 

My principal concern with this legis-
lation involves the provisions that au-
thorize the fateful change of course in 
our longstanding policy on nuclear 
weapons. Of all challenges our country 
has faced over the past half century, 
the prevention of nuclear war is by far 
the most important. It is no accident 
that in all the years and the half cen-
tury since World War II, no nuclear 
weapon has ever been used in any of 
the conflicts that have taken place 
anywhere on Earth. Few in 1945 would 
have predicted that extraordinary suc-
cess, and few today would disagree that 
the effective world leadership of the 
United States under Presidents of both 
political parties on nuclear arms con-
trol throughout those years has been 
primarily responsible for that success. 

The danger today is that with the 
passing of the World War II generation 
in our own country and nations 
throughout the world, a new genera-
tion of leaders has been rising to power 
who did not live through the dawn of 
the nuclear age themselves and for 
whom the mushroom clouds over Hiro-
shima and Nagasaki are images from 
history, not vivid recollections from 
their own lives. Greater vigilance is 
clearly needed to continue the success 
of our nuclear arms control policy 
since 1945 and ensure that nuclear 
weapons are not used by any nation in 
the future. 

Preventing the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons and other nuclear mate-
rials to other nations and to terrorists 
is the most urgent aspect of that chal-
lenge today. We all pray the Bush ad-
ministration will be successful in the 
current negotiations with North Korea 
and that the tenuous progress made in 
recent weeks will improve so a success-
ful conclusion can be achieved. 

Many of us are increasingly con-
cerned, however, that with Congress 
and the Nation preoccupied over the 
past year with the war against ter-
rorism and the war in Iraq that the ad-
ministration has been quietly laying 
the groundwork for a far-reaching and 
highly dangerous U turn in our long-
standing policy against the first use of 
nuclear weapons. 

Because of their unique and massive 
destructive power, nuclear weapons 
have always been kept separate from 
other weapons as part of our strong 
commitment to do all we can to see 
they are never used again. The Bush 
administration’s proposal to veer away 
from that commitment should have 
been a wake-up call for Congress and 
the Nation many months ago. 

In the decade after the first two nu-
clear bombs were used in World War II 

and the nuclear arms race began with 
the Soviet Union, nations and peoples 
throughout the world began to realize 
both the danger posed by the use of nu-
clear weapons and the danger from the 
testing of nuclear weapons. To deal 
with those dangers, a remarkable se-
ries of international treaties was pro-
posed, negotiated, and approved that 
had broad support in the world commu-
nity, restrained the nuclear arms race 
between the United States and the So-
viet Union, and dramatically reduced 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other 
nations. 

An excellent chronology of the many 
significant events in the history of nu-
clear weapons, beginning with the dis-
covery of radioactivity in 1896, is avail-
able on the Web sites of the Global Se-
curity Institute which was founded by 
our former colleague Senator Alan 
Cranston to enhance our understanding 
of these issues. I urge Members of the 
Senate to consult with it. 

One of the landmark achievements in 
reducing the spread of nuclear weapons 
was the Nuclear Nonproliferation Trea-
ty which came into effect in 1968 and 
under which nuclear and nonnuclear 
nations alike agreed to halt the devel-
opment of these weapons. Currently 185 
nations have signed the extension of 
the NPT. The reason the Nuclear Non-
proliferation Treaty has been so suc-
cessful is the presumption that nuclear 
weapons will not be used by the prin-
cipal nuclear powers except in the most 
extreme circumstances. For 25 years 
Republican and Democratic adminis-
trations alike have emphasized our 
commitment not to use nuclear weap-
ons against nonnuclear nations. This 
assurance to other nations that nu-
clear weapons will not be used against 
them has been a major factor in avoid-
ing nuclear war, slowing the nuclear 
arms race, and preventing the pro-
liferation of these weapons to other 
countries and to terrorists. 

Control of current nuclear stockpiles 
is especially critical. The danger is 
very real that terrorists may be able to 
acquire nuclear material or even nu-
clear warheads. Even before 9/11, Con-
gress and the administration had rec-
ognized this significant threat and, 
under the leadership of our former col-
league Senator Nunn and our colleague 
Senator LUGAR, we enacted a threat re-
duction program in 1991 to safeguard 
and reduce the nuclear arsenals of Rus-
sia and other former Soviet states. The 
Nunn-Lugar program has been effective 
in deactivating or destroying literally 
thousands of nuclear warheads and 
intercontinental ballistic missiles and 
hundreds of tons of fissionable mate-
rial. Nevertheless, we have done far 
from enough to prevent the prolifera-
tion of these weapons. 

Shortly before President Bush’s inau-
guration, a task force reported that the 
most urgent national security threat 
to the United States today is the dan-
ger that weapons of mass destruction 
or weapons-usable material in Russia 
could be stolen, sold to terrorists, or 
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hostile nation states, and used against 
American troops abroad or citizens at 
home. The 9/11 terrorists clearly dem-
onstrated their willingness and ability 
to cause catastrophic damage to Amer-
ica. Yet the Bush administration con-
tinues to spend less on the Nunn-Lugar 
program than we did before 2001. 

In January of 2002, the administra-
tion released a nuclear posture review 
that could take us in a new and far 
more dangerous direction. The review 
blurs the line between conventional 
and nuclear weapons. It suggests that 
certain events might compel the 
United States to use nuclear weapons 
first, even against nonnuclear nations. 
It also relies much more heavily on a 
nuclear threat by America in dealing 
with the difficult challenges we face in 
the world. The administration has even 
indicated it might use nuclear weapons 
in response to a chemical or biological 
attack. There is no justification for 
that kind of escalation. Our conven-
tional weapons are more than adequate 
to deal with that threat. We gain no 
greater deterrence by threatening to go 
nuclear. It makes no sense to break 
down the firewall we have always 
maintained between nuclear weapons 
and other weapons and that has suc-
ceeded so well for so long in preventing 
nuclear war. Other nations have com-
plied with this basic principle, too. A 
nuclear weapon is not just another 
item in our arsenal, and it is wrong to 
treat it as if it were. In fact, the Nu-
clear Posture Review specifically dis-
cusses circumstances in which the 
United States might engage in the first 
use of nuclear weapons, such as a North 
Korean attack on South Korea, or a 
military confrontation over the status 
of Taiwan. 

The administration also appeared to 
be considering the use of nuclear weap-
ons against Libya, Syria, Iraq, and 
Iran. We reap what we sow. If we bran-
dish our own nuclear weapons, we only 
encourage other nations to do all they 
can to develop their own. 

It is ominous as well that the admin-
istration is asking the Nation’s weap-
ons laboratories to consider the possi-
bility of resuming nuclear testing in 
order to protect our current stockpile 
and meet new requirements in the fu-
ture. They want funds in the budget to 
be used to prepare for testing new nu-
clear weapons and to cut in half the 
time needed to do so. They have asked 
the Department to consider global 
strike capabilities with new nuclear 
weapons, which would have to be tested 
as well. It makes no sense to abandon 
our moratorium on nuclear testing. 
That moratorium has stood for over a 
decade, and it has served us well. 

The pending bill continues this dan-
gerous shift in other ways as well. Last 
year, the administration received $15 
billion. The current bill proposes an-
other $15 billion this year to study the 
feasibility of modifying existing war-
heads to create what they call a robust 
nuclear earth penetrator, a bunker 
buster, with 10 times the size of the 

Hiroshima blast, to be used to destroy 
hardened enemy targets buried deeply 
underground. It is difficult to believe 
that any administration in its right 
mind would propose such a weapon. A 
nuclear explosion in a bunker could 
spew tons of radioactive waste into the 
atmosphere, with a devastating plume 
that could poison huge areas in its 
path. Surely, if there is any need for 
such a weapon, we can develop a con-
ventional weapon to achieve the pur-
pose of the bunker buster. 

In yet another far-out nuclear pro-
posal, the Bush administration has pro-
posed to lift the current statutory ban 
on low-yield nuclear weapons, which 
now prevents the development of weap-
ons with yields under 5 kilotons—about 
half the size of the Hiroshima blast. 
The precision-guided conventional mu-
nitions and standoff weapons we have 
today make these many nukes unnec-
essary. They would be no more effec-
tive than conventional munitions and 
would be far more dangerous to our 
troops and to our planet. 

In the debate in recent weeks on tax 
policy, President Bush has criticized 
the Senate and come out strongly 
against what he called ‘‘iddy-biddy’’ 
tax cuts. What we should be really 
against is iddy-biddy nukes. 

The hardliners in the Bush adminis-
tration seem to believe that the long-
standing firewall between nuclear and 
conventional weapons is obsolete and is 
making us more vulnerable to nuclear 
blackmail. They claim that lowering 
the threshold for using nuclear weap-
ons will make our own nuclear threat a 
stronger and more credible deterrent. 
That is the last thing we need. 

The clear and present danger of the 
administration’s change in nuclear pol-
icy is that it will encourage other na-
tions to develop nuclear deterrents of 
their own. The entire world will be at 
greater risk that these weapons will be 
used—and used against us. 

Unfortunately, the real debate on 
these all-important issues of nuclear 
policy is only just beginning. Cer-
tainly, these issues demand far more 
attention than Congress and the coun-
try have been giving them. They have 
been eclipsed for too long by the war 
on terrorism and the war against Iraq. 
We can ignore them no longer. We have 
an obligation to our Nation and our 
people, and to all nations and all peo-
ples, to see that nuclear weapons are 
never used again. 

In the debate in the coming days, I 
intend to offer an amendment to main-
tain the firewall between conventional 
and nuclear weapons. It strikes the 
provision repealing the prohibition on 
low-yield nuclear weapons that was put 
in place in the 1994 National Defense 
Authorization Act. That act prohibits 
research, testing, and development on 
low-yield nuclear weapons, and there is 
no reason to weaken it. 

Some suggest we should compromise 
and allow at least a little research. I 
say to the Senate, don’t let the admin-
istration even start down that road. 

Don’t feed the nuclear addiction. It is 
essential to continue to prohibit even 
the research on any such weapons. We 
do not want our descendents, surveying 
a devastated planet, to say that in this 
legislation the United States breached 
this firewall and took the decisive, 
shameful step that led to nuclear war. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST S. 923 
Mr. President, our men and women in 

uniform are committed to protecting 
the security of our Nation. They work 
hard and make sacrifices every day. 
And they are willing to give their lives 
for the country. 

As many begin to return from Iraq 
and other places abroad, we owe it to 
them to protect their economic secu-
rity and the economic security of our 
Nation. 

These heroes are coming home to a 
failing economy—and for too many a 
loss of jobs. Today, more than 18,000 
veterans are out of work. These are our 
Nation’s fighting men and women, re-
turning from Iraq, or who fought in the 
last gulf war. We owe it to them to pro-
tect them and their families’ liveli-
hood. 

President Bush claims that tax cuts 
for the rich will create the jobs these 
former service men and women need. 
But we tried the Bush administration’s 
approach in 2001, and we lost 2.5 mil-
lion jobs. Surely, we can do better for 
our returning troops who are now try-
ing to rejoin civilian life. We can do 
better for all Americans who are with-
out jobs in this recession. 

Today, nearly 9 million Americans 
are unemployed—2.8 million more than 
when President Bush first took office. 
This widespread unemployment has 
touched so many American lives, and it 
often seems the biggest in the face of 
those who have served their Nation in 
the Armed Forces. 

There is good news for some. The law 
requires employers to take back re-
servists after their deployments. Many 
of the men and women currently in or 
returning from Iraq will continue their 
service in our Armed Forces. But too 
many recently discharged service 
members are facing the same fate as 
millions of other Americans—they just 
cannot find jobs. 

We have an opportunity to extend 
the benefits for these brave Americans. 
We have an opportunity to make sure 
those ex-service members who still 
cannot find work after 9 months—the 
long-suffering and long-term unem-
ployed—are not left without a safety 
net. They put years of their lives into 
serving their country. Now unemployed 
after only 9 months, we are going to 
say: Sorry, you have been out of work 
too long. We are going to stop your un-
employment checks. 

We must not, and we cannot, do that 
to these workers. We must ensure that 
those long-term unemployed continue 
to receive unemployment checks so 
they can meet their mortgages, put 
food on the table, and take care of 
their children. 

The American people understand 
fairness. They understand that with 
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one hand we are providing billions of 
dollars to the wealthiest individuals in 
this country, and we ought to extend 
the other hand to our hard-working 
men and women who played by the 
rules, worked all their lives, and paid 
into the unemployment compensation 
fund. They need that assistance now. 

For 80,000 workers a week, unemploy-
ment checks will stop coming at the 
end of this month if we take no action 
whatsoever—80,000 who have paid into 
the unemployment compensation fund, 
which currently has in it over $20 bil-
lion. 

Unemployment benefits are a lifeline 
available for millions of hard-working 
Americans. I urge my colleagues to put 
aside partisan politics and join to as-
sist the unemployed—just as we have 
during recession for the past 50 years. 
We know the extension of unemploy-
ment compensation has been supported 
by President Reagan, President Nixon, 
President Eisenhower, as well as Presi-
dent Kennedy, President Clinton, 
President Bush, and President Ford—
all of them. In the 5 years in the 1990s 
when we extended it, it had strong bi-
partisan support. Four of those votes 
were in excess of 90 votes. We want to 
take that same kind of action. We want 
to take it this evening before we go off 
for a Memorial Day recess.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Finance Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of S. 923, a bill to provide for a 6-month 
extension of unemployment compensa-
tion, including 13 weeks of benefits for 
the long-term unemployed—exhaus-
tees—and that the Senate then proceed 
to its immediate consideration; that 
the amendment that is at the desk to 
remove the temporary enhanced reg-
ular unemployment compensation pro-
visions be considered and agreed to; 
that the bill, as amended, be read three 
times, passed, and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, without 
intervening action or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I object. We have 
only had a few moments to consider 
this Mr. President. We did not know 
the request was going to be offered. I 
register an objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I hear 
the objection on the other side. Action 
is needed in these several days. Some 
80,000 of our fellow citizens starting 
next week will begin to lose all of their 
coverage, for which they have paid into 
the fund. 

This is a deplorable situation cer-
tainly for those Americans, and I think 
for all Americans. We are going to con-
tinue this battle throughout this week 
and beyond. I have heard an objection 
voiced. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SUNUNU). The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair and look forward to 

making some comments on the Defense 
bill. In previous years, I have been hon-
ored to work with Senator KENNEDY on 
the Seapower Subcommittee when he 
was chairman, and when I was able to 
chair the subcommittee. I will admit, 
he remained on message. We are on the 
Defense bill and somehow we segued 
into unemployment benefits. I think 
we would do well to stay on this De-
fense bill.

Briefly, Mr. President, we did talk 
about the nuclear posture of the United 
States. President Bush has proposed a 
reduction in nuclear weapons that is, 
in fact, reducing American nuclear 
weapons by one-half. That is a good di-
rection. 

Oddly, we remain the only nuclear 
power in the world that does not have 
the capacity at this point to build an-
other nuclear weapon. Other nations 
are either building nuclear weapons or 
have the capability and have not elimi-
nated it. First of all it would be un-
wise, in my view, to freeze ourselves at 
a low number and never be able to in-
crease it, which simply sets out a tar-
get that any nation in the world, if 
they could reach that number, would 
then be a nuclear power on parity with 
the United States. We do not need to 
do that. 

I think the President is wise to not 
renounce unequivocally that he would 
never use a nuclear weapon before it 
has been used on us, particularly when 
people have the ability to threaten us 
with biological and chemical weapons 
that could cause even more loss of life 
than a single nuclear weapon. We need 
to keep our poise here. The President is 
reducing nuclear weapons. He is not ex-
panding our number of nuclear weap-
ons. The Defense Department and the 
President have not allowed the politi-
cally correct crowd or other groups to 
pressure him into saying we would 
never use a weapon before it is used on 
us. 

I believe this is a very good Defense 
bill. I remember when I came to the 
Senate a little over 6 years ago, the de-
fense budget was somewhere around 
$290 billion. In 1991, our defense budget 
was $329 billion. We went from $329 bil-
lion to $278 billion in the mid-nineties, 
a huge reduction. We edged up only 
slightly in the last few years of the last 
decade of the century. We were not 
where we needed to be. 

I remember when we passed a budget 
a few years ago that topped $329 bil-
lion, the first time we had exceeded the 
defense budget in the early 1990s. Dur-
ing that period, we did two dramatic 
things; We reduced personnel in the De-
partment of Defense by 40 percent and 
delayed confronting the bow wave of 
unmet recapitalization needs for our 
ships, aging aircraft, and other equip-
ment. We delayed doing that, as we 
paired down our budget after the fall of 
the wall. It probably went too far. Not 
probably, we did go too far. Had we 
maintained just a few percentage 
points more of spending, we could have 
carried on the recapitalization program 

that would have left us in a lot better 
position than we are today. 

One of President Clinton’s Service 
Secretaries used that phrase, ‘‘a bow 
wave of unmet needs,’’ needs that we 
were pushing off, which we knew we 
had to address and we should have been 
addressing along the way but which is 
building in front of us. Now we have to 
address those needs, and I believe we 
are making progress. 

This bill authorizes an expenditure of 
$400.5 billion in defense spending. It is 
$17.9 billion more than last year. That 
is in real terms, adjusted terms, a 3.2 
percent increase. It is not a huge in-
crease, but it is a significant increase, 
and I think it has been planned for and 
being managed by the Defense Depart-
ment pretty well. 

It includes some badly needed bene-
fits for our service men and women. 
The family separation allowance is up. 
Incentive pay for places such as Korea 
are going to be up. Frankly, we did not 
do enough on Korea. It is a special case 
that is unfairly impacting the finances, 
the careers, and the lives of families 
when a person gets an assignment to 
Korea. We can do better, and we need 
to do better. I am continuing to look at 
that issue along with other Members 
such as Senator DAYTON and others in 
this body. 

There is an increase in hostile fire 
pay. We increase the death benefit for 
all personnel. We double it to $12,000. 
We should, and I will be offering legis-
lation to do a much better job of pro-
viding a death benefit for the soldiers 
who represent the United States of 
America in a hostile environment and 
who lose their lives in combat. We have 
seen those who were victims of ter-
rorist attacks receive a million or 
more dollars in benefits. It is embar-
rassing how little the families of our 
soldiers who answer the call to go into 
harm’s way, who put their lives at risk 
for our freedoms, get in benefits from 
the Federal Government. The situation 
is better as far as the money. 

We have demonstrated in the last 
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan that 
our military has modernized itself and 
is capable of innovation and creatively 
utilizing advanced technologies to 
apply the maximum pressure on our 
enemy, minimizing the risk to our own 
forces and minimizing the risk to civil-
ians and to the basic infrastructure of 
the enemy nations that we are facing. 
It is a tremendous achievement. 

I have pushed for transformation, 
and I think Secretary of Defense Rums-
feld is correct. We have to push and 
push to have the transformation we 
want in our Department of Defense. It 
will not occur if it is not being pushed 
from the top. 

With regard to the Army, for exam-
ple, we have made some tremendous 
progress. Part of that progress is the 
quality of the leadership we have in the 
military today. Those who watched the 
briefings and saw the interviews of our 
men and women, the leaders in the 
military, saw the high education level, 
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the technical expertise, and the leader-
ship skill they have. 

Our military officers do not just have 
undergraduate degrees today. They 
have masters degrees in business, engi-
neering, and technology. They have 
management specialties. They have 
Ph.D.s. They are the finest kind of 
leaders one would find in any business 
or any other competitive enterprise in 
the country. 

They do things such as study what 
happened previously. They call it ‘‘les-
sons learned.’’ That is a healthy thing 
in America. We are quick to study our 
mistakes, and we learn from those mis-
takes. 

I recall the book ‘‘Black Hawk 
Down,’’ the movie that was made about 
the Somalian conflict, the mistakes 
that were made and the courage that 
was shown. That report has been stud-
ied. That event has been studied over 
and over again. It has gotten down to 
the most junior possible officers in our 
entire military. They know that story. 
They know what happened. They know 
the good things and they know the bad 
things. 

Some might think that the author 
who wrote the book that was being 
critical—I did not really think so. I 
thought it was truthful and tried to be 
helpful. He has been invited to lecture 
our military forces time and again on 
his insights as an outsider into what 
happened to them. So we have an open 
and creative military. I believe that is 
the strength of it. 

One of our leaders said we do not 
want a war; we want to resist a war, we 
want to avoid it at all possible costs, 
but when it can no longer be avoided, 
we want to fight it with violence, we 
want to fight it effectively, and we do 
not want it to be a fair fight. We want 
our enemies to know beforehand we do 
not want it to be a fair fight. We want 
to bring that force that we have to 
bear to win the war decisively and 
quickly, for this is the best way to cre-
ate a safe environment afterwards and 
to preserve the lives of our service men 
and women. So we are working on that. 
This is not easy. We utilize the incred-
ible technology that America develops. 
We utilize the management skills that 
Americans possess, and they are uti-
lized routinely in this country. 

It is not easy to develop highly effec-
tive technology and, more importantly, 
apply that technology effectively on 
the battlefield. We have to make sure 
our 19-year-old Privates understand the 
capabilities they are dealing with and 
be able to apply it, even though they 
may have been in the military a year 
or less even. It is a tremendous mana-
gerial task. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed 2 minutes to 
wrap up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LEVIN. I have no objection what-
soever. I am curious as to whether we 
are under time limits. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is operating under time limits. The 
minority has 26 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LEVIN. That is fine with me. I 
am happy to yield. How much time 
does my friend need? 

Mr. SESSIONS. A couple of minutes 
would be fine. I did not know I was on 
a time limit. 

Mr. LEVIN. That makes two of us. So 
I am happy to yield some additional 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I close by saying how 
proud I am of the troops and our de-
fense capability. As one writer for the 
British magazine, The Economist, said, 
not only do Americans spend more 
money on defense than their European 
allies, they spend it more wisely. That 
is the reason they are so capable in 
matters of defense. He also added that 
if the Europeans were so afraid of the 
United States, why did they not spend 
more on defense? 

I will be speaking later on a few more 
issues such as the Airland Sub-
committee agenda, which I chair. 

At this time, I express my apprecia-
tion to Senator JOHN WARNER, the 
chairman of our committee, for his su-
perb leadership, his understanding of 
this country, his understanding of the 
defense needs of this country, and his 
willingness to work for it. 

I, likewise, express my appreciation 
to Senator LEVIN, the ranking member. 
He is as capable, intelligent, and ar-
ticulate as any Member of this body. 
He understands these issues. Although 
we talk at times about having dif-
ferences of opinion, overwhelmingly 
the matters that went through our 
committee went through with bipar-
tisan support and unanimous support. 

I thank the Senator from Michigan 
for allowing me the extra time. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Fiscal Year 2004 
National Defense Authorization Act. 
As ranking member of the Readiness 
Subcommittee, I have greatly enjoyed 
working with the new subcommittee 
chairman, Senator ENSIGN, and I espe-
cially appreciate the efforts that the 
Senator from Nevada has made to work 
through some of this year’s very dif-
ficult issues in a balanced and fair 
manner. 

The readiness subcommittee is re-
sponsible for two areas that have the 
potential to be extremely controver-
sial, and I believe both have been han-
dled well. 

First, we spent a fair amount of time 
in our committee reviewing Depart-

ment of Defense outsourcing policies. I 
continue to be troubled by the adminis-
tration’s insistence on outsourcing 
quotas, arbitrary timelines for con-
ducting public-private competitions, 
and the use of direct conversions in 
place of competitive processes. 

Nonetheless, I support the provision 
in the bill which would authorize a 
pilot program under which the Depart-
ment of Defense could test a new ap-
proach to public-private competition. 
The provision would also require that 
any deadlines for public-private com-
petitions conducted by the Department 
of Defense be based on the resources 
actually available to the department of 
conduct such competitions. I believe 
that this provision strikes an appro-
priate balance. 

Second, our subcommittee held two 
hearings on environmental issues im-
pacting military training and readi-
ness. The administration has offered a 
series of legislative proposals to ex-
empt the Department of Defense from 
some of our most important environ-
mental statutes. I believe that these 
proposals go much farther than is need-
ed to address the legitimate concerns 
of the military, and could do some real 
harm to the environment. 

The bill includes one provision on 
these issues, which would exempt mili-
tary lands from critical habitat des-
ignation if those lands are covered by 
an Integrated Natural Resources Man-
agement Plan, or INRMP. I am dis-
appointed that the majority of the 
committee rejected my amendment to 
this provision, which would have estab-
lished a more workable and precise test 
for the adequacy of INRMPs to address 
endangered species. Nonetheless, I ap-
preciate the thoughtful manner in 
which Senator ENSIGN considered this 
issue and attempted to address my con-
cerns. While I do not support the provi-
sion that was included in the bill, I be-
lieve that it is a significant improve-
ment over the administration’s pro-
posal. 

I also have some reservations about 
the reductions that we have taken in 
the operation and maintenance ac-
counts, especially in the working cap-
ital funds. I am particularly concerned 
about the changes we have made with-
in the Air Force working capital fund—
as I understand it, the transfer of funds 
included in the markup package may 
actually create shortfalls of spare parts 
and harm readiness. I obviously hope 
that this does not come to pass, and I 
hope that we may be able to reverse 
some of these reductions as the bill 
progresses. 

As always, this bill continues to sup-
port military construction and family 
housing needs that are so critical to 
quality of life for our service men and 
women. I believe that the package we 
have before us today is a positive step 
toward this goal. I am concerned, how-
ever, that our actions with respect to 
overseas facilities in particular may be 
out of step with ongoing initiatives by 
the Department of Defense. The reduc-
tions in this bill, which go beyond 
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those that the department itself re-
cently proposed, undermine planned ef-
ficiencies that would improve both 
quality of life and training for Army 
forces who will remain in Germany. 
Currently, the department and the 
combatant commanders are working 
closely to create a comprehensive, in-
tegrated presence and basing strategy 
and to identify a new set of military 
construction requirements for the next 
decade. Moving forward, we must en-
sure that our decisions regarding mili-
tary construction overseas support 
these future requirements so that we 
continue to support our servicemen 
and women to the best of our abilities. 

Mr. President, I believe that the bill 
we have before us makes some positive 
steps toward improving the readiness 
of our Armed Forces, and I commend it 
to my colleagues.

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WARNER. It is my under-
standing that the Senate, at the hour 
of 5 o’clock, will proceed to a rollcall 
vote and that the vote will be held 
open for the period of 1 hour, until 6 
o’clock; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. WARNER. My distinguished col-
league, the ranking member, and I 
hope Members could come up to see ei-
ther of us, if we are here—and if we are 
not here, both staffs will be here—and 
indicate the possibility that they may 
have amendments that will be forth-
coming and the time, say tomorrow, 
that would be convenient for them to 
bring up those amendments. 

Tonight we will be addressing some 
amendments after 6 o’clock. We will re-
sume with amendments in the morn-
ing. We have gotten excellent coopera-
tion from those desiring to offer 
amendments. But by midday tomor-
row, we should, at our respective cau-
cuses, be able to give the Senate some 
idea during the caucuses of the 
progress of this bill and the likelihood 
of when final passage could be 
achieved. Am I not correct on that, I 
ask my colleague? 

Mr. LEVIN. The Senator from Vir-
ginia is, of course, correct. 

I join with him in asking Senators to 
share with us or our staffs at the 5 to 
6 o’clock hour what amendment they 
would expect to be offering either to-
night or tomorrow. 

I also point out, I believe—I want to 
make sure I am correct—the vote that 
occurs at 5 will be the only vote today. 
I ask the Chair, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct—the Senator will sus-
pend for a moment. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thought that had al-
ready been agreed to. Am I incorrect 
on that? 

Mr. WARNER. In any event, Mr. 
President, there have been some ru-
mors to that effect. 

Mr. LEVIN. I withdraw that. I 
thought an announcement had been 
made and it would be, of course, inap-
propriate for anyone other than the 
majority leader to make that an-
nouncement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A vote 
will occur at 5 o’clock. 

Mr. WARNER. There is nothing in 
the RECORD as to post-6 o’clock as to 
further votes tonight. That is the case 
until we hear from the majority leader; 
is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no order concerning votes. 

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, let 

me confirm the vote that will be be-
tween 5 and 6 is the only vote tonight. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank our distin-
guished assistant leader. 

Mr. LEVIN. The distinguished whip 
came to the floor just in time to save 
my reputation. I very much appreciate 
that. 

Mr. WARNER. With respect to 
amendments, I urge colleagues to look 
at the daily calendar in which the ref-
erence is made, on the covering page, 
to the order with regard to this bill and 
the proviso:

Provided, That all first degree amend-
ments be relevant and that any second de-
gree amendment be relevant to the first de-
gree amendment to which it is offered.

There are restrictions on the subject 
matter. We want to cooperate with our 
colleagues. But it is very clear that 
this is the order that has been adopted 
by the Senate. 

I yield the floor.
f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF S. MAURICE 
HICKS, JR., OF LOUISIANA, TO 
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE WESTERN DIS-
TRICT OF LOUISIANA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will go 
into executive session to consider the 
Executive Calendar order No. 172. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of S. Maurice Hicks, Jr., of Lou-
isiana, to be United States District 
Judge for the Western District of Lou-
isiana. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is, Will the Senate ad-

vise and consent to the nomination of 
S. Maurice Hicks, Jr., of Louisiana, to 
be United States District Judge for the 
Western District of Louisiana? 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. MCCONNELL. I announce that 

the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), 
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), 

the Senator from Alaska (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI), the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH), the Senator from Missouri (Mr. 
TALENT), and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. THOMAS) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. DURBIN), the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
GRAHAM), the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), and the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. BAYH) and the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KERRY) would each 
vote ‘‘aye.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COLEMAN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 86, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 184 Ex.] 
YEAS—86 

Akaka 
Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Cornyn 
Corzine 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dayton 

DeWine 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (SC) 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—14 

Bayh 
Bennett 
Craig 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Graham (FL) 
Inouye 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Lieberman 

Murkowski 
Smith 
Talent 
Thomas 

The nomination was confirmed.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote, and move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the President will 
be notified of the Senate’s action.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased today to rise in support of S. 
Maurice Hicks, who has been confirmed 
to be a nominee to the U.S. District 
Court for the Western District of Lou-
isiana. 

Mr. Hicks has had a distinguished 
legal career. Upon graduation from 
Louisiana State University Law 
School, he worked for the Louisiana 
Legislative Council. Soon afterwards, 
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